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Remarks/Arguments 

Claims 1-5 are pending in the application. Claims 1-5 are rejected. New claim 6 is 

added. 

Claim RejecOons Under 35 US.C. § 102 

Claims 1-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by Beeteson et al (US 

Pat 5.877.745). 

Beeteson is directed to a display device tliat also acts as a data pass-through system. In 

Beeteson. the display device 20 of Beeteson is used as an intermediary for passing data 

between system unit (e.g.. a PC) 10 and peripherals 30, 40. 50. By using a wireless connection 

between the peripherals and the display device, the clutter of cables normally associated with 

the system unit is avoided. Beeteson does not contemplate that there is a mode in the display 

device where the functionality of the peripherals is manifested In the display device. That is. the 

Beeteson display device does not standalone to work with a peripheral - user Interaction with 

the functionality, specific to each peripheral occurs only through the system unit The foregoing 

distinction and other distinctions are reflected In the claims. 

aalm 1 . as original drafted, expressly recttes "circuitry for enabling data communication 

with the first peripheral device for user control of a functionality of the dlSjMay monitor. Further, 

claim 1 has been amended to emphasize this distinction, and now redtes that the stand-alone 

mode enables "user Interaction with functionality in the monitor through a first peripheral device 

to the monitor, the user interaction being detemilned by a functionality specific to the peripheral 

device." (Support for the amendment is found in paragraph 008, for example.) 

The specification provides examples of user controllable functionality: mouse, 

keyboard, CD-ROM. CD-R/W, and card reader. (Paragraph 008.) Beeteson does not Include 

any teaching that (1) users have any control over functionality In the display device 20 through 
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the peripheral devices, and/or (2) that a specific functionality for a peripheral device enables 
control over any functionality In display device 20. In view of the original dairn language, and 
In view of the claim as amended, claim 1 cleariy distinguishes over Beeteson. Acconaingly, 
entry and allovi/ance of daim 1 is respectfully requested. However, if the Examiner does not 
allow amended clalml . the rejection of original claim 1 is traversed based on at leafet the original 
language concerning user control, and allowance is requested. 

As a further point of distinction, as reflected in claim 2 and new claim 6. Beeteson does 
not disclose that display device 20 has any intelligence to sense the connection state of system 
unit 20. The present invention provides a stand-aione mode having (1) user controllable 
functionality, if the system unit Is disconnected from the display device, and (2) a further 
operational mod© for enabling peripheral functionality flirough the data processing system, if the 
system is disconnected. The present invention does have such Intelligence, as reflected In 
claim 1 's language: "when the monitor is in the further operational mode and connected to the 
system and the first peripheral'. This language qualifies when data from the peripherals may be 
passed through the display monitor to the data pnncessing system, in the fiirther operational 
mode. To further emphasize and define this distinction, claim 6 has been added to redte 
■^vherein the monitor Includes mode switching drcultry for detecting the monitor's connection 
state with a data processing system and detemnines whether the monitor should be In the stand- 
alone mode or the further operational mode depending on the connection state." Support for 
this amendment Is found, for example, in paragraph 007 of the spedfication. Claim 2 has been 
amended to further define the mode switching drcuitry. Support for the amendment and the 
new daim is found In paragraph 007. In any case, if the amendment is not entered, the 
rejection of daims 1 and 2 is traversed in view of the original language of claims 1 and 2 
concerning the connection state and/or In view of the remarks above concerning base daim 1. 
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Claims 3-5 depend directly or indirsctfy from daim 1 or 2 and are therefor© allowable for 
at least the same reasons that daims 1 and 2 are allowable. 

Additionally, regarding daims 2-3. Beeteson does not disdose detecting changes in 
monitor mode, as daimed. It is unclear from the Office AcHon what the Examiner considers to 
be "wherein tho further c!rcu!try is operBtive to automatically set the monitor in the further 
operation mode when detecting the monitor being connected to the data processing systerrf , as 
the Action does not con-espond this language to specific features in Beeteson. Clarification Is 
respectfully requested, othenwise the rejection is traversed for at least the reason that all 
limitations of the daims are not found in the prior art. 

Additionally, regarding claim 4, the Examiner states ''Beeteson disclosed the second 
input from PC in Fig. 1-2". However, tt Is undear how this conresponds to the full language of the 
daim: "a further input for connection to a cfafa storage device and for receipt of data to be 
rendered on the monitor in the stand-alone mode under user control of the first peripheraT . 
Clarification is respectfully requested, othenwise the rejection is traversed for at least the reason 
that all limitations of the claim are not found in the prior art. 

Additionally, regarding daim 5, the conversion to which the Examiner refers occurs 
before the transfer of data to the display device - the data Is converted by a connected 
peripheral. However, claim 5 recites that the monitor includes the circuitry for the data 
conversion. The daim abo recites a specific operational mode for the conversion. Accordingly, 
the rejection of claim 5 is traversed for at least these reasons. 

One clarification of Beeteson Is needed at this time that should help the Examiner better 
appredate the patentability of the daims. The Examiner, citing col. 5. lines 5-30. states that 
"Beeteson disdoses the drcuitry 25 for enabling data communication with the peripheral device 
for user control for different modes". Applicant respectfully notes that the dted passage does 
not refer or relate to users or user controllable features. The dted passage relates to the 
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mapping of peripheral devices to the system unit so that the data from the peripheral devices 
passes through to the system unit Nowhere does Beeteson teach that users can interact with 
the display device 20 through a peripheral, 

(In view of tiie foregoing raasons for distinguishing over the. cited references, Applicant 
has not raised other possible grounds for traversing the rejections, and therefore nothing herein 
should be deemed as acquiescence In any rejection or waiver of arguments not expressed 
herein.) 

CONCLUSION 

Applicant submits that in view of the foregoing arguments and/or amendments, the 
application is in condition for allowance, and favorable action is respectfully requested. The 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees, including extension fees, which may be 
required, or credit any overpayments, to Deposit Account No, 50-1 001 . 

Respectfully submitted, 



DfltQ! December 3. 2003 
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